Evaluation System for Japan’s ODA in Transport Sector
Issues and Challenges

ODA

Surya R. Acharya
Researcher
Institute for Transport Policy Studies (ITPS)

4 December 2003

( C)Dr. SuryaRay ACHARYA, Institute for Transport Policy, 2003



. Background
. ODA

Comparison of ODA evaluation system in Japan and other donor
. ODA

Review on Evaluation reports of transport sector projects

Implications on evaluation of transport projects

Issues, measures taken and further challenges
. Conclusions

(C)Dr. SuryaRa ACHARY A, Institute for Transport Policy, 2003



Background-1

. ODA (2000 20% )
Transport sector takes a big share of Japan’s ODA

« ODA
Questions being raised on ODA effectiveness

Citizens demanding for results, transparency, and accountability

e ODA ODA
Recently reviewed Japan’s ODA Charter gives higher emphasis to ODA
evaluation
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Background-2

Millennium Development Goals (MDGS) items
(Adopted by UN in 2000)
1. Poverty reduction
: Education
Linkage ?? J Gender Equality
Child Mortality
Maternal Health
HIV/AIDS, other diseases

(MDG)

Environmental sustainability

Less priority to transport
projects?

Need to devise an effective evaluation system taking transport sector specific issues
In consideration
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Objectives of the study...

ODA

Explore issues and challenges for evaluating Japan’s ODA
In transport sector and make relevant policy suggestion....
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ODA

Comparison of ODA evaluation system in Japan and other donor
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? How Evaluation differs from Audit?

Impacts

Qutcomes

Evaluation
e Concepts
Outputs e Results
* Process

Activities Audit

(check
accounting
compliance

only)
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What are the objectives of evaluation?

Accountability: Objective information to key stake holders

Learning: from past experience to improve knowledge

OGRS
ODA

How these objectives are addressed depends upon the
organizational set-up for ODA Evaluation......
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Overall ODA evaluation system in Japan

Evaluation

by MoFA

Evaluation
by JBIC

Evaluation
by JICA

Source: MoFA (2002) Annual Evaluation Report on Japan’s Economic Cooperation
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ODA Evaluation System in Japan: Organization setup

President |

Vice-president

Operation Planning & Evaluation
Department (s) Department

Overseas JICA Offices
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ODA Evaluation System in Japan: Organization setup

-
|

Auditor Economic co-
operation Bureau

Other
Bureaus

Other
Departments

Study planning
dept

Evaluation unit
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Organizational independence of Evaluation units in JICA, JBIC and MOFA
Is not fully ensured !




Organizational structure and underlying objective

Agency Chief 1 Agency Chief 2 Board of 3
Directors
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Project Cycle and Evaluation,World Bank

Sector, Country level ODA Strategy
Evaluation Feedbacks ODA

¥

Project Formulation

Ex-post Evaluation (EpE) Feedbacks

Ex-ante Evaluation

(3L) enq reulwa

E Implementation e Decision}
Evaluation Department Operational Department
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Project Cycle and Evaluation,World Bank

Sector, Country level ODA Strategy
Evaluation Feedbacks ODA

Niect Formulation }

Ex-post Eval’

-

Ex-ante Evaluation
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Project Cycle and Evaluation JBIC

Sector, Country level ODA Strategy J

Evaluation ODA

Ex-post Evaluation (EpE) Project Formulation }

Ex-ante Evaluation

Implementation e Decision}
Evaluation Unit Operational Department
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Sector, Country level ODA Strategy
S

No distinction between Internal & External Evaluation
Question of independence
100%

100% coverage: cost efficiency?

Not optimal: neither for learning nor for accountability

Evaluation Unit Operational Department
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ODA

Review on Evaluation reports of transport sector projects
— Evaluative performance
— Project performance
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ODA

Review on evaluation reports of transport sector projects

Evaluative performance: Strength
\ y,

Use of OECD/DAC criteria

Useful information about project performance
. Analysis based on quantitative data

Comments from external expert (recipient country)
. Reports open to public
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ODA

Review on evaluation reports of transport sector projects

Evaluative performance: Weakness

Targets and indicators not defined clearly (at formulation
stage)

Insufficient and unverified information
. Inadequate analysis

No performance ranking
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Evaluative performance: Weakness

Feedbacks offer no concrete solutions
60% of reports no feedback at all

No clear attribution of success/problems to key factors

— Donor

— Recipient

— Other donors or projects
— External factors

Impact on capacity building not analyzed well
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Representative examples: Successful projects

Project of national importan
Results are as:
I Fln _‘_._. rfl 210)! e -
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Highway Sector Project (Thailand) |

CHINA
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Project sites: 9 routes

. Traffic demand higher than forecasted h
. Significant regional development effects

. Actual IERR very high

- Y,

Maintenance is fairl y
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Competitive bidding reduced cost

Demand 150 % of capacity

profit 60% of Revenue
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Representative examples: Problematic

N\
New Airport Construction

Lapitan Pablo 1988' 1993 Y

Lagerenza

Brazil
Doctor
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» Unrealistic assumptions:

- (6%) 3% High Economic Growth (6%): Actual 3%
- Regional market potential
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Results
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Reasons for Failure

Original EIRR of 10 % too low for given uncertainties: Relevance?

Serious inefficiency in implementation /
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ma River Basin Road Construction \(Kenya) ,

. Delay 5 years

Only about 50 % of output target is achieved
. EIRR EIRR
\* Maintenance problem Y,

Garissa
mamu External factors

Garsen - Floods

Reasons for Failure

| L
I Inefficiency in overall project management

Malindi /
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Tracks- 1420km Tracks- 1420km

Locomotives repair Locomotives repair

K{ Results ]

Tracks improved
. demand not increased
. No modal shift
. 7 Total loss 700 % of revenue
\_ ° J
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Railway Rehabilitation Project (Sri Lanka)

Tracks- 1420km

Locomotives repair

Tracks- 1420km

Locomotives repair

KJ Results

Tr

Reasons for Failure

Insufficient locomotives
Management problems
Poor service level

Mismatch- Objectives and scope of project
\k: J P proj /

—_—

J
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Broad Patterns

Change in scope

Time delay
EIRR EIRR
EIRR
[ ]
. weakness in project formulation
. inefficiency in implementation
. influence of external factors
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Implications on evaluation of transport projects
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plications on evaluation of transport projects

Transport projects are vulnerable to external factors

‘oeH [euta1x3
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Implications on evaluation of transport projects

1.
Transport projects are vulnerable to external factors

100%

For transport projects, it is not fair to expect 100 % success....some problems are
just inevitable....

QJ |4 | I—
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Implications on evaluation of transport projects

....are all “external factors” really external ?

?

Need to match targeted results and scope of project
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3. MDG How to evaluat
the contribution of transport sector to Millennium Development Goals (MDG)?

ODA

o %
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3. MDG How to evaluat
the contribution of transport sector to Millennium Development Goals (MDG)?

— N

ODA

o %
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Issues, measures taken and further challenges
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Issues, measures taken and challenges

Independence, credibility and accountability

Involvement of external experts Producing credible evaluation reports
Evaluation by third parties Promoting
. “Evaluation culture” in the society
Review of reports by independent experts | .
. 100%
Ex-post evaluation of 100 % projects Securing Independent management of
evaluation process
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Issues, measures taken and challenges

Independence, credibility and accountability

Involvement of external experts
. Producing credible evaluation reports

Fvaluation hv third parties

Promoting

: “Evaluation culture” in the society
agencies

Securing Independent management of
evaluation process

Society
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Issues, measures taken and challenges

Quality of Evaluation

Measures Further challenges
taken

Focusing evaluation on relevant questions

Seminar, workshops

Objectively ranking overall performance
Manuals, guidelines .

. Peer review of evaluation reports

Meta evaluation by Japanese
Evaluation Society for JBIC
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Issues, measures taken and challenges

Cost effectiveness & usefulness of evaluation results

Further challenges

Coordinating internal and external evaluation in a
cost effective way

. Producing
implementable feedbacks

 ODA

Committee for monitoring
application of feedbacks
In new projects

Designing evaluation
system to influence the incentive structure of ODA
agencies
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Issues, measures taken and challenges

Project formulation and evaluation framework for transport projects

Defining clear targets and
indicators of intended results in project formulation

. Matching
objectives and scope of project

Promoting use of
logical framework in
project formulation Giving more emphasis

to evaluation of on-going projects to get real-time
feedbacks
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Issues, measures taken and challenges

MDGs

Linking transport projects to MDGs

Further challenges

« JBIC

(

)
JBIC has initiated a study

to recognize the role of
large infrastructure in
poverty reduction
(Vietnam’s case study)

. MDG

Identifying transport related indicators having
effective linkage with MDGs

. ODA

Taking a lead role to devise innovative approach
In transport sector ODA
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Conclusions

1. @] DA
Key challenge is to set up an ODA evaluation
system combining internal and independent external evaluation
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Conclusions

1. ODA
Key challenge is to set up an ODA evaluation system
combining internal and independent external evaluation

Independent Evaluation Department
* Review of all self-evaluation (verification)
» Ex-post evaluation for certain % of projects

 Report to MPHPT ( ) Or MOFA ( )

Self-evaluation
Evaluation unit
Operation units

JBIC ECB/MOFA
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Conclusions

2.

During project formulation, need to match objectives and
scope of the project.

MDG

Both direct and indirect impacts of transport projects on
MDGs need to be explored

Evaluation for concrete feedbacks on issues like,
— ( )

= «( )
— (ODA  PFI)
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Thank you for your attention!
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